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ST * KOHLBERG'S THEORY OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT: =

|
\ o | _
‘\ A PEDAGOGICAIL PARADIGM

As we venture, into the 1980'8; critics of Ameriéan-education have

on.one hand called for a return to the “basics" and on "the other for re-
. Aewed attention to the teaching of values and "ethics" in cladsrooms.
.Jamea Mackey notes, "as the interest in values education accelerates,
the concerned teacher s. search for a workable value.framework increases.2
N

One‘such framework has been evolved painstakingly by Harvard s Lawrence
Kohlberg and hits associates in psychology and. related disciplines.
Kohlberg's work, -a modern spin—off from that of John Dewey, provides a
cognitive developmental paradigm that' has promise for those interested *
in analysis of~moral development inacomposition.and comnunication:

Basic to gohlhergééﬁconceptualiaatiOn-is his noy'relatively well
' ' ‘documented theory that all individuals pass through moral states or
-stages of thought. /He argues that, the most important of education s
"hidden agendas ought not to‘be such things as conformity.or competition,

. {7{‘ - l ~ ‘but should be that of developing a higher sense of moral responsibility.

.* One of education's highest functions 1s to serve as a stimulus and guide

L]
.

for such development. ldeally, the teacher functions as a facilitator
Who 1ntervenes in classtgom discussion opportunely by providing a higher
7. frame of moral analvsis than might otherwise emerge from-classroom inter--
action on a given’toaqc.. ‘ /
) _ In order to accomplish such interaction, the teacher (lihmust be able.

‘to determine the student's level of moral thought, and (2) must be able

‘. 1]

to articulate the subsequent. stage at least one . level higher in moral
!

' development should such level not formdlly develop from student interaction.
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. : . . Since Knhlhé;g 8 pedagogical approach was.}medicate& on the ‘class- ‘
room discussion of'morai/dilemmas we.suggest that its affinity to
. analysis"of literatyfe:_cOmmhnication, and cdmposition is a most natural
Qni. o » " ..'
Our attention‘is centered in two ways. First wejseek to licate .
) h the'rudiments of Kohlberg's stages of mo;al developnent. Seco e hill
suggest'a few’appiications for the_teacher of literaturée. |
| . Kohlberg's Stage.Theory ‘ : -
Dr Kohlberg explains that the theoretical basis of the stages of ;Q‘

moral reasoning he Proposes is.fOund in the works of Kant, Dewey, and
'Piaget.3 The work of Plaget &n the area of cognitive structuring of
children's reasoning through the use of interviews and observation is
most directly related to Kohlberg's work. Kohlberg says, 'In 1955 i

) starteﬂ to redefine and validate (through 1ongitudinal and cross-cultural

studf% the Dewey-Piaget 1evels and stages. ui Kohlberg now claims to have«

\ JPEN
vq}idated the stages5 and indicates that the concept of stages implies
three characteristics: : B - \
N - " Qe \ .
1. Stages are Mgtructured wholes," or-organized syétems of thought.
Individuals are consistent in level or moral judgment’. . = .

2. Stages form an invariant’ squéhce. ‘Under all conditions except
extreme trauma, movement is always gorward; never. backward. Indivi-
dualg never skip stages; movement is. alhays to the next stage,up.

3. Stages are “hierarchial integrations. Thinking at a higher stage
. includes or, comprehends within it lower-stage thinking. There. is a’
f tendency t? function at or prefer the highest stage available.6
: R - Kchlberg §.stage theory itself is divided)/nto three levels., Within
' L)

' each level ‘there are two stagés, which provides-six stages inkall We

L 4

will consider the definitionF of the levels first, then turn to the sit/(

..'. . . RS . L /
- -gtag¥s. ) . //
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[ Dr. Kohlbefg has identified the tpree levels as preconventional,*

: ’ . o \
conventional, and postconventional. The person operating at*the pre-

. A :

4g§;entional level responds to cultural labels of good and bad, and inter-
prets these labels'dn terms of the physical ‘consequences to oneself or-
in terms of the physical power of those who'establisﬁ the rules and. >

iabels of good and bad.' Thus, at this level the'person reasons in -

rs

terms of punishment, reward, or the exchange of-favofe. *?

The second level, conventional, can'be thought of as elconformist
L * .

Y

. .level, but Kohlberg indicates that tﬁiE is perhaps too smug a term.
T v

A}

The individual at this leyel is concerned with maintaining the expecta-
s . - u"
. ~ L
tions and rules of the family, group, or mation for its own sake. The

. 3 . Q . -
concern 1s with bgth conforming to the social order and meintaining,

supporting, and"justifying'this order. i

In the postbonventional leyel, the individual's morai reasohing
is baseq upon autonomaus principles which have validity and applicgtion

apart frog-the individual s identification with those persons or groups.

£ .
- R -
X

. Fo oy \
’ At th}{s le;el_the individual reasons accoyding to internalized principles

R L y .." . ) “ .
e which%have validity for all persons across all ages and time perjods.
_ ) Additional cIarification of the moral 1evels pOStulated by Kohlberg ’
L .i._ ) . -

comes from a view of the'levels in ¢erms of. the relationship between |

o

the self andwsociety. Kohlberg explains.

One way of understanding the three levels is to think of them =
hree different types of relationships between ‘the self and
‘gzsgéty s rules and expectations. From this point of view, a .
. erson at the precoaventignal level is one for whom rul®s and -
. , Jsocial expectations are something external to the selﬁ~ A P
. .conventional persor has achieved a socially normative appre-" -
, ciation of the rules and expectations of others, ‘especially o
P authorities, and identifies the self with the occupants of  ~ o'
: e “social or societal role relationships.’ The principled ‘(or -gﬂr
* ‘ ' . postconventional) petson has differentiated self from norma- X
. tive roles and defining values in terms of self-constructed

't:> - reflective principles. )

’
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Q . - . d af t . !)

o & .,.




4

. : .
. l \
N ~ . .
Y . . ..
- * &
*

As indicatedbearlier, within each of the three levels theré are
. . .
two stages. The first twolstages occur at the preconventional levelr‘;
“y, - . N
JI Kphlberg'explains these stdges aa follows:'. f
4 : Stage 1: Orientation toward punishment and unquestioniég
_rdeference to superior power. The physical eonsequences
action regardless, of their héman meaning or value determin
- {ts goodness or -badness.
TR " v
) Stage 2: Right action consists of that which inétrumentally
" - gatisfies one's own needs and occasionally the needs of others.
"Human relations are viewed Q& terms like those of the market-  —
place. Elements of falrness, of réciprocigy, and equal sharing '
_are present, but they are always interpreted in a physicdl
pragmatic way. Reciprocity is a matter of "you scratch my. .
back and I'll scratch yours" . not of loyalty, gratitude, or
Justice. : R :

-

..
v
4

The third and fourdh stages occur at the conventional level.

Again, Kohlberg explains.

Stage 3: Good-boy-—good-girl orientation. Good behavior is }
that which pleases or helps others and is approved by them.
There is much conformity to stereotypical images of what is
majority or natural behavior. Behavior is often judged by
S intention——"he means well" becomes important for the first
time, and is overused, as by Charlie Brown in Peanuts. One
‘seeks approval by being nice. -

-

. »Stage 43 Orientationttoward authority, fixed rules ‘and the

. " maintenance of the sbcial .order. Right behavior consists of

' . doing one's duty, showing respect for authority and main-
taining the given social order for itd own sake. One earns °
respect by performing dutifully 10 g .

- .

- Thg finai "two stages are found in the postconVentional level.

' Kohlberg describes these-etages as follows' o g : ‘ \ ’

- _ Stage 5: A, social—contract orientation, generally with legal-
- . istfc and utilitarlan overtomes. Right action tends to be

' defined in terms of general rights and 'in terms of standards
which have bBeen criticallx examined and agreed upon by the
whole society. There is a clear awarenbss of the relativism
of personal values and opinions and a corresponding emphasis
upon procedural rules for reaching consensus. Aside from
what is condtitutionally and democratically agreed ﬁpon,_right
or wrong is a matter of personal "values'" and. ' 'opinion." The
result is an emphasis upon the "legal point of View," but with

Y -' ' - . ‘('
S a N
: N i
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— an emphasis upon the possibility of changing the law in terms of
¢ 3 - rat{onal considerations of social, utility, rather than freezing it
. in the terms of Stage 4 "law and- order." Outeide the legal realm,
) * . free agreement -and contract gre the binding elements of obligation.
This is the official. morality of American government, and finds its

ground in the thought of the writers of the Constitution.

g Stage 6: .Orientation tdward the decisions of conscience-and.
' toward self-chosen ethical E*dnciples appealing to logical com-
N - prehensiveness, universality, and consistency., These principles’
N are abstract.and ethical (the Golden K¥le, "the categorieal impera-
’ ‘ tive); they are not concrete moral rules like the Ten Commandments. '
. Instead, they are univérsal principles of justice, of the reciprocity
and equality of human rights, and of respect for the dignity of human ,
. beings as imdividual persons. : )
v . . ‘

Kohlberg studies are based on a sertes of interviews with student

and a%alt subjeets regarding their responses to a series of moral dilemmas

rs

the researcher poses to them. An‘important!feature of Kohlberg's work con-
3 - ~ R .

‘cerns the stress upon the moral reasoning employed by the subject.| There

N

are no hecessarily right or wrong answers.to the dilemmas; rather the re-
v | . . .

searchér codes the statements of reesoning employed. The reader may be

helped,in understanding the stages by having an opportunity to see how
7/

subjects responses are coded by Kohlberga

-:_ The mostrfrequently ciged of Kohlberg g8 dilemmas is the case of

F

DR Heinz. The stqry appears belor ¢ .
In Europe, a‘woman was near death .from cancer. One drug might
‘save her, a' form of radium that ‘a druggist in the same town had
recently discaovered. The diuggist was: charging $2,000, ten times’
what the drug cost him to make. The sick woman s husband Heinq,
Went to everyone he knew to borrow thezmoney, but "he cbuld only

get together about half of what it cost. He told the druggiBt .
that his wife-was dyipg and asked him to sell it cheaper or, lét

, him pay later. But the druggist said, "no." The husband got :

.. ", desperate and broke into the.man's store to ste z% the drug

his wife. Should the husband have done .that? .

/
The answer to tjje question yshould the husband, have done that?" is not™

~r } 3

what is. important to Kohlberg. Rather, the,answers to "why" and to

i ,/. additional probing questione the researcher uses will determine at what
/. LT o o ' | )
. o . . i
J £ - .
' N




level of moral reasoning the subject is operating. Example’s of pro and

con responses at each stage will help to clarify this point.

“‘Stagé 1: Punishment and obedience orientation.
Pro: It isn't teally bad ta take it-—he did asg to pay for.
it fgrst. He wouldn't do any other damage or take anything
else and the drug he'd take is only worth $200, he s not really
takfhg a’'$2,000 drug. ~ :
Con: Heinz doesn t have any permission to take the drug. He .
cau t just go and break through a window or break the dooxt dQwn.
He'd be'a bad criminal doing all that damage. That drug is worth
a lot of money and stealing anything so expensive would really be
a nég crime.l3 ‘
/ ' .
Both of these examples are silent as to Heinz s intentions. Nor' do. they

e

consider any obligation to his Wwife. The statements judge the crine in

*

tefms of the consequences of Heinz s action. ) ,

Stage 2 Inst%umental relativist orientation;

Prd: Heinz isn't really doing any harm to the druggist, ‘and he
can always pay him back. If he doesn't want to lose his wife,
he. should take the drug because it's the only thing that will
work. . . ¥

. J : ) A

g Con: The druggist isn't wrong or bad, he Just wants to make -
a profit like' everyone else. That 's what you' re in busin ss -
for, to make money. Business is business. !

.. At Stage 2 the intentions are very much in evidence. The pro statement

RN
)

-

\ .
doesn't care that much, it's a tough break for the wife.

° !
] L O
mentions an inte?tion to pay the druggist bdck, and the con statement

shifts to the druggist s position indicating that the druggist is just
like eweryone else in wanting to make a profit. - The hedonism contained

in the pro statement is quite egoisﬁic in suggesting that ﬂeinz should

e

.conmit the crime only "If he doesn't want to lose his wife." There"is

\ “.‘

nopconcern shown for the wife. If Heinz does want to lose her, or if he

L
g B N .

”
Stage 3: Interpersonal COncordance.

. »

~) Rro: Stealing is bad ‘but this is a bad situation. ‘Heinz .

Tsn'w doing wrong in trying to save his wife; he-has no :
chedce but to take the drug. "He 1s pnly doing somethinjéb

. R

-t
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S that is natural for a good husband to do. You can't blame

. s him for doing something out of Yove for his wife. You'd

blame him if he.didn't love his wiﬁe enoggh to save her..
o . :

. . Con: If Hefnz's wife dies he can't be blamed in these
circumstances. You can't say he Lls a heartless hygband
just because he won't commit a crime. The drugglist is
v the selfish and, heartless one in this situation Heinz
' tried to do everything he really could. 15 ~ .

i

Now both answers are tlearly fully involved in the parties' intentions.

. The ansJers diScuss who can be approved of and who cannot be approved of
. bg measyring their intentions. Both answers find Heinz blameless,,put -
the con statement in addi;ion shifts the blame to the druggist..

Stage 4: Law-and ofﬁer ofientation.'

Pro: The druggist is leading,a wrong kind of life if he
Just lets somebody die. You can't let somebody die’ like
. that, so it's Heinz's duty to save her. But Heinz can't
‘ : just go around breaking laws and let it go at that--he
- 7 must pay the druggist back and he must take his punish-
ment for stealing.

Con: It's a ndtural thing for Heinz to want to sage his .,

wife, but it's still always wrong ta steal.. You have to

follow the rules regardless of how you feel or regardle$s .
. of the specific citcumstances.

" &

Here the statements consider intentions.but add to that some perception
N of a natural law. Nonetheless, both the pro and the con statements

eventually arrive at the conclusion that the obligation to obey the law
’ - .

"

~ overrides any "natural" inclinations Heinz may have.
VAR ., e . - -
Stage 5: .Social contract orientatiaop.
Pro: Before you say Stealing'is wrong you've got to really
think about this whole situation. Of course the laws are .
quite clear about breaking into a'store. And even worse,
Heinz would know there were no legal ‘grounds-for his actions.
Yet, I can see why it would be reasonable for anybody in
s this kind of situation to steal the drug. -
! Con: I can sed the good that would come from illegally taking
the drug, but the ends don't justify the means. You can often
7 find a good action behird i1llegal action. You can't say Heinz
' would be completely wrong to steal the drug, but even these
ci;cumstancgs don't m!ke it right.17 . .

L

*
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The Stage 5 statements demonstrate a more complex decision-making~process.

"

\ ™. . Here we find that\for both sides neither good intentions alone nor the law

- alome 1s sufficfent to guide action. There is a recognition that while the

v

law cannot be ignored it i? cleai‘ly unjust ﬁ this situation. The feeling

- . - seems to be that a better solution -for these respondeﬂts would be to change
' o

‘: the law, but since it has not been changed they find it difficult to either

r'e

approve or disapprove of Heinz. Perhaps they would favor changi’E the law

*,

according to established procedures.-

~

Stage 6: ‘Universal ethical principle orientation. \\\.

" #  Pro: Where the choice must be made betweaqn disobeying the law and.
5 saving a human life, the higher principle of preserving life makes
it morally right—not just understandable--to steal the drug.

AN ' Con: There are so many cases of cancer today that with any new
. drug cure, I'd assume that the drug would be scarce and that
« - * there wouldn't be enough to go around to everybody.. The right

course of action can only be the one which is consistent to all
péople concerned. Heinz ought to act, not according to-what is
legal in this case, but according to what he conceives an ideal
' ) Just person would do in this situation.l8

At the %;agg Q level of’reasoning, both answers are quick to affirm the
position what the 1aw may be disobeyed if a higheg principle is involved.
The position taken is justified on the basis of a universal principle which

everyone can live by no matter what role they will be'called upon to play.

” Notice that the special relatiodbhig between husband and wife gives way-at
this staﬁf to an evenﬁﬁorefimportant consideration of the supremacy of life
_over priPertX‘ ‘ | . ,
. . With tﬁe f&regoing discussion in-enind, the reader is directed to
.,, ' Table.1 which provides the definition of the mﬁral stages withinbeach level.
r . The Table provides an easy“%o use guide to Kohi?e;g s moral stages as a )
. ready referenc; foé the scholar/critic in : i?gﬂthis;theory to his
_ . rhetorical aﬂalyseé, L, . | ;. Y . K
! Table 1 ipsérted’hére - -

B . ¢ | ;'- :lf]'
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N LY 4 : Table 1. Definition of Moral Stages ) .

§. Preconventional tevel -

. At this tevel, the child is resgunsive to cultural rules and labels of 9ood and bad, right or
wr but interprets these Jabels aither in terns of the physical or the hedanistic cons cguences
. 4 of action (punishment, reward, exchange of lavors) oe in terms of the phyuical paiwer of those
» whao enunciate the rules and labels. The level is divided into the following two stages:

Stage 1: The punishmentond-obiedience orientatian. The physical consequences of acmm

determine its goodness or -badness, regardless . of the human meaning o value of these

- consequendes. Avoidanceaf punishment and unquestioning deference to power are valued in
their own right, not 1n terms of respect {or an underlying morat order supported bv puntshmem
and authority (the latter being Stagr 4).

Stage 2: “The iasteumental-celotivist oricntation. Right action censists of that which
instrumentally satisfies ane’s own neccls and ogeasionally the needs of othurs. Human réldtians
are viewed in terms like thoss of the marketplace. Elements of fairness, of reciprocity, and of
equal 'sharing are present, but they are always interpreted in a' -phvsicul pfagmalic way.
Reciprocity is a matter of “you scratch my back and 'l scmtch yours,”” not of loyalty,
gtamude. or justice. .

=%, {l. Conyentional tevel . :

At this lewel, maintaining the expectations of the individual's family, group. or nation is
perceived as vatuable tnats uwn rght, regoardiess of immediate aad obvious consequences. The
attitude\is not only one of confortmity to pessenal expectations 3nd sacial order, but of loyalty
to it, of actvely maintaining, supporting, and justitying the order, and of identifying with the

. ) persuns of group involved in i, At this level, there are the follovang two st‘aqes.
N Stage 3: The interpersonal concardasice or ‘‘good hoy — aice girt” orientation. Good
Behavior is that which pleases or helps others and is approved by them. There is much
Qconlormntv to stercotypical images of what 1s majonity or “‘natural’’ behavior. Behavior is
lrmucntlylgug:_q Ly intnnnon — “he means well” Becomes imiportant for the first time, One’
«arns appeoval by being “nice.” .
Slaqe q: The “law and order’’ oricntation. Thcrc is orientation toward au thm-tv. tixed rutes,
and the maintenance of the social order. Right behavior consists af doing cne's duty, showing
' respect tor outhorfty, and maidntaining the given socml arder for its own sake,

. 3. Postconventional, sutonomous, or prmcnpled lovel
At this level, there is a clear elfort o define moral values and pnnnples that have validity
and appl«:auon apart from the authority of the groups or persons holding these principles and
: aport from the individual’s own sdentification witth these groups. This level ulio has two stages:
Stggc S: The socialcontroct, logalurm orientation, generally with utilitarian overtones. Right
e ) action tends to be defined in terfns of general individual rights and standards which have been
critically examined and‘agrecd upon by the whole society, There is a clrar awarencss of the
sclativism of personal values and opinians and a carresponding emphasis upon ptocedural rules

tor reaching conse . Aside from what is consmuuonnuy and democraticaily agrced upon,
the right is a3 matter of personal “walues™ and “‘opinion.”” The result’is an emphasis upon the.
. “legal point of.view,'” but with an emphasis upon the possilility of changing law in terms of

rationatl considerations of socal utility (rather than (reezing it in terms of Stage 4 *law and
order’’), Outside the legal cealm, free agrevment and contract is the binciing element of .
olligation. Thisis the “alticid® maorahity of the Arnerican government and constitution,

Swage 6: The universal-ethical-principle erientation. Right is defined by the decision ol
canscinnce in gecord wath sell-chasen ethical péincigles aporaling to logical comprehensiveness,
unizmsality, and consisteney. These prneiples are abstract and gthical {the Golden Rule, the

s - edtegnacal imperativi); they are not concrate maral rules hike the Ten” Commandments. At
- heaet, thuse sre upuversal ponciples of justice, al the reciprocity and equality ol human rights,
ps and of tespect lor the dignity of human beings as individual persons {"*F;om {s to Qught,”
pp. 164, 165). . . -~ - , &
. . — Reprinted from The Journal of Philozophy, Qctober 25, 1973
. .
“ -v~ : : ‘.: €
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. g - Kohlbexg' s researo 'hss led’ him to conclude that preconventional
' A

N V4 J
ﬂk, z
I3

moral reasoning is the ﬁevei of mo 14 children under the age of nine. ' _ o

. Some sdolesqents; :gason at t is level. Further, more recent ‘studies -

A Y

have 1ed4him to- la; ?f?y crininal of fenders" reasoning, both adolescent "

‘h

and adult, at e{gl Mbsq adokescents‘and adults in our soclety and

other cuituresfqpenafe at the cbnventional level. The postconventional

~ %
levelzi .9ttained by only a minority of adults and.is generally not‘{eached

; untii a teg age twenty.lg' Kohlberg points out ‘that "almpst all individuals
manifest m;ie than 50 percent of responses at ;'single stage)with the rest

of the.respdgses at: adjacent stages. “20" . _ | ' N

1Tn hi%;ﬁiscussion of Kohlberg s moral sta;es,‘Jack.R. Fraenkel points

. % : .- :
. out.KD 5? s belief “that.the six stages-are universal, hold true in all

LY

<

culturég and that'each stage represents a level of reasoning higher than

w2l Kohlberg states, "We claim. . . that

the one, iwnediately preceding it.
eachwhigber stage of reasoning is a more adequate way of resolving moral

' problem judged by moral-philosphic criteria. w2

Y

_A_py_l_%;‘.a‘ fon of the Stages. - : T ’
. { The applicationnof Kohlberg's Moral Development Theory to the teaching '5,

of - w?ft&lg a.nd literature necessitates some attentio& an underlying issue.

'f  Some peOple would argue that the schools have no‘husiness teaching morality

-

-«

or moral values. We can agree in pare\aws disagree in part +with this
- qharge. The schools probably should n5/1involve\5hemselves directly in .
- teaching specific moral vaLdes, and yet we all know that as teachers we
cannot always-elearly distinguish our own values from the subject matter. '
Butérore importantly, the business of education is to provide our students -
! with the mental equipment they need to-be’ able to c0pe with the challenges

Lo
.
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. § ,
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. of Iiving in our society. The ?Se ‘of Kohlberg.s Theory in the classrodh .
. _“ . £ . ,‘\ 2 .
' v 1s. intended ‘to provide the students with an understanding of the thought . e NI

‘*ﬁ-:ﬁ processes employed to juStify certain® dgcisions. As Kohlberg has stated°'\. S

e

_ ‘ “Whether we. like ig or-not schooling 1s. a moral entergrise. Values issue- L .
ié‘ : f’~l ~jabound in the'content and protess.oﬁ teaching. 23 élearly, the schools are~ -
i;¢jf_\_7';¢ 'involved in tegching morality, and the qse of Kohlberg 8 approach is de- o P
. 2 A o
T signed to emphasiae‘the understanding of the thought processes emnloyed U

in making moral decisions. To the‘gytent Kohlberg has vaiidated the stepp-

v \

wise progression pﬁ individdale through the.stages of moral development,

this approach can serve to enhance the student s moral reasoning develophent.
«*
. -
Further justification for pursuing moral deve10pment comes from th@
L

increased concern for moﬂglity demonstrated by our society. Roger\Brown

. and Richard J. Herrnstein, report' 7 . _ : o , : ce
> _ In fact, since Kohlberg started his. work, America has changed’

: from a society in rather stable equilibrium to a. society that -
is, as newspapers like to say, rent by conflict. The result =
is that thinking people have been driven beyond conformity to
what exists, to try to.find some widely acceptable. ground on

. which established practices can be -either defended or altered.

: In effect, we.have moved into a great age of moral'reasoning,

" aswe did during the Civil War and the ‘American Revolution,
which were also. times of massive conflict in the norms of the
society as a.whole. Today's newspagers, .books, magazines, and

} ‘ television programs are all filled with’ moral arguments, not _
- primarily about sex or swearing, but about ‘other matters. And . . ..
N - it 1g inevitable that the socigzy will seek to understand‘what

S éit can of this processes. . o i !

1o

,f' ' So we can see that society is showing increased interest in morality and
~ educators and schools are intrinsically related-to ‘the process of under-
standing moral values._ We believe that teachers of composition and

et communication are in a natural discipline for the application of Kohlberg's

theory to the societal concern with morality. : '_ .-

.,
a
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.extend their application to written aSSigpments, oral reports, speeches,

‘ K

snd the analyses of literature. To initiate discussion, the instructor
may pose ‘a dflemma to the class for their responses. The teacher should
be -able to identify the stage of moral reasoning indicated'by each re—

sponse and help lead the discussion toward higher levels of reasoning .

- through the use of probing questions. ‘- The written assignment following

dilemma using what theyféglieve to be the most valid reasoning. The .
‘ ; !
'assessment by the instructor of the assignments would be based primarily

‘on the lucid expression of the reasoning, but couid also consider the stage

-

of reasoning'employed and pose some questions designed to ercourage the

;)) . . student‘tO'consider the next higher stage of.reasoning.- But the grade
-\

should not be equated to the stage of reasoning employed, rather it ghould ,

be based on the quality of the communicatien regardless of the stage or

'moral,reasoning demonstrated.
Later class assignments could encourage-the student to déyelop and

present original dilemmas. The ‘students’ dilenmas cduld.then be the basis

for class discussion and further writing assignments. \lhe attention of the
o~ - class'could then he'directed toward examples of literature in which the

students are asked to identify the moral dilemma or dilemmas’ posed by

‘ . - -the literature, to evaluate the characters responses to those dilemmas,

’

¢ : and to discuss the student s response to the dilemma

A

The approach we recommend is not- currently being employed to the

extent we recommend by  any department or institution’ of which we have

knowledge. lhere have be?n isolated~exneriments with various aspects of,

[ 4

this system around tlie United Stages°‘but no concerted or concentrated

.- effort has yet appeared. Some English teachers have tried using some
. - t

. . [ » . \

." : - . dilemmas in class with a certain degree of succéss. Theye have been a

\

. .
7 A \

this discussion would . ask the students to ﬁ%ﬁsent their responses to the

D
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few examples of social‘b;udies teachers using the dilemmas for class dis-

cussion, and qe_know'df-one‘case of an effort to evaluate literature using
' v ' v

Lt 25 . . e . . .

this ‘method. But we recommend not a piecemeal approach, rather a multi-

.pronged use of dilemmas and literature evaluation.to encourage our students

. . L ) ) ) - . ] ‘_ . . -
- to understand and progréss in their moral reasoning. o~

Y : - . ) . ) * “'[ ’ .

o~ - .
We can qffer a sample dilemma for use in pgrsuing our recommendation:

\ ”-lié? The Cdse of SHaron. ' . e
:.'}:,.-' y 3 .o Tl ew . . ¢ *
' _6&“ Szgron and her best friehnd Jill are shopping when Jill wants
o tb*try on a blouse. Emerging from a dressing room,- Ji1l1 catches -

. Sharon's eye, indicates she 1is wearing the blouse, then leaves \
the store without a word.. A few minutes later, store personnel .
and a security officer approach Sharon. A clerk says either
Sharon or her friend.has taken the blouse; the manager wants to

L 4

- prosecute. . "What's the name of the girl you were with?" the
. security officer asks. "If you don't tell us, you can be charged
with the 'erime or with aiding the person who committed the crime." .-

: ' " . Should Sharon give Jill's name to the officer?20

-

LN
-~

1

4

; Conclusion

Wé HOpe that thiskdiscussion of Kohlberg's Theory-ahd its applica-

tion to the classroom will stimulate further investigation into moral .

[ 4

e S . . .
A reasoning and the use of qgfal dilemmas for written and oral assign-

-

ments. Certainly, we encourage everyone who considers adopting this

. approach to delve more deeply into the research reports of Kohlberg's

+

- work that are available.
We. turn to Lawrence Kohlberg for our final word of advice:

Knowinmg that someone's thinking'is moral stage 2 is not to
say that that person does not think or act morally; it.is
to. recognize his sense of right and .fairness as stage 2.

To understand a person's stage 2 reasoning helps us to
understand his point of view, to put ourselves in that

. person's place and see the world through his eyes. We

: sometimes label -the stage 2 way of thinking "instrumental
egoism,” but this does not mean that stage 2 individuals -
care nothing for other people or have no sense of fairness.
It wmeans, rather, that their concern for others is limited .
by the notion that people basically have to look out for
themselVes in this world, so that good relations are based .

on trade-offs.27

-
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eargfﬁl that we do mot evaluate the j.rxd:i.v:i.cfﬁa]e unfairly because hi
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‘®f reasoning has.not yet developed to a stage we approve.’ . - ‘
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- So while we :écognize higher,levels of reasoning, 'we need to be
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